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defendants, and by warranty deed conveyed the fee, subject to the lease, to 
another. This bill, filed more than a year after complainant's discharge from 
the asylum, sought to have the assignment, purchase-money mortgage given 
to defendant by the wife, the lease, and deed set aside. Held, although the 
assignment made during complainant's incarceration was voidable, he had by 
his conduct subsequently ratified it. Wolcott v. Connecticut General Life Ins. 
Co. et al. (1904), — Mich. — , 100 N. W. Rep. 569. 

As to whether an assignment by an insane person, not under guardianship, 
involving his right to execute a deed, is void or voidable, the decisions are 
conflicting. By the weight of authority, however, it is held voidable. Castro 
v. Geil, no Cal. 292, 42 Pac. 804; French Lumbering Co. v. Theriault et ux., 
107 Wis. 627, 83 N. W. 927; McAnaw v. Tiffin, 143 Mo. 667, 45 S. W. 656; 
Burnham v. Kidwell, 113 111. 425; Johnson v. Harmon, 94 U. S. 371 ; Luhrs v. 
Hancock, 181 U. S. 567. Van Deusen v. Sweet, 51 N. Y. 378, only declares 
deeds void when made by persons absolutely incompetent to act mentally in 
the transaction. Several American jurisdictions, including two federal cir- 
cuit courts, hold the deeds of persons non compotes mentis absolutely void 
when a guardian does not appear to have been appointed. Farley v. Parker, 
6 Ore. 105 ; Boddie v. Bush, 136 Ala. 560 ; Beach, The Modern Law of Con- 
tract, § 1390 ; German Savings & Loan Society v. De Lashmutt et al., 67 Fed. 
Rep. 399; Edwards v. Davenport, 20 Fed. Rep. 756. To be distinguished 
from these, Dexter v. Hall, 15 Wall. 9, — that the power of attorney of one 
non compos mentis is void. Commitment to an asylum, pursuant to statute, 
does not establish incapacity to contract in the person so committed. Leggate 
v. Clark, in Mass. 308; Knox v. Hang, 48 Minn. 58; The Topeka Water-Sup- 
ply Co. v. Root, 56 Kan. 187; Dewey v. Allgire, 37 Neb. 6. Ratification is 
presumed by doing nothing toward disaffirmance after becoming sane. Arnold 
v. Richmond Iron Works, 1 Gray 434. Or by long acquiesence after restora- 
tion to sanity. Jones v. Evans, 7 Dana 96. Ratification or disaffirmance may 
be shown by any acts clearly indicating an intention to ratify or annul a deed 
made during insanity. Howe v. Howe, 99 Mass. 98. 

Ejectment — Impairment of Contract Obligation. — Ejectment by L 
claiming under a quit-claim deed from P. B, defendant below, showed title 
through a sheriff's certificate issued upon foreclosure sale to her as mort- 
gagee and purchaser. B had been in possession since breach of condition by 
the mortgagor to pay taxes. The statute existing when the mortgage was 
executed, did not limit the period within which the sheriff's deed was to be 
made. Subsequently, a statute limiting such time to five years, after the 
period of redemption had expired, was passed. B neglected to comply with 
the provision, and secured no deed within the prescribed time. Held, eject- 
ment would not lie. Bradley v. Light cap (1904), — U. S. — , 24 Sup. Ct. 
Rep. 748. 

The decision is based upon the impairment of the contract obligation 
wrought by the latter enactment, which the court (per Chief Justice Fuller) 
refuses to read into the terms of the mortgage previously made. This cause 
was twice before the Illinois Supreme Court, 188 111. 510; 201 111. 511; judg- 
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ment for defendant, B, being first reversed and the case remanded, and on a 
second appeal judgment for plaintiff, L, affirmed. The United States Circuit 
Court for the Northern District of Illinois refused to take jurisdiction of a 
bill to quiet title, maintaining that no federal question was involved, the 
statute in question neither forfeiting B's title to the mortgagor, nor inter- 
fering with her title acquired by possession. This decree was affirmed on 
appeal. The question of impairment of contract obligations has arisen, in 
this connection, in numerous ways. Without impairing such obligations, it is 
held, the remedy afforded by law may be changed. Sturges v. Croninshield, 
4 Wheaton 122. But a law creating or extending the period of redemption in 
favor of the mortgagor and his judgment creditors passed subsequently to the 
execution of the mortgage is void. Barnitz v. Beverly, 163 U. S. 118; Car gill 
v. Powers, 1 Mich. 369. And a law extending the period of redemption from 
tax sale passed after the sale, but before the redemption period expired is 
void. Robinson v. Howe, 13 Wis. 380. But as to a stranger purchasing at 
foreclosure sale, a change in the law subsequent to the execution of the mort- 
gage, does not work an impairment of the contract. Hooker v. Burr, 194 U. 
S. 415. See 36 Am. Law Review 70 as to the protection afforded contracts 
by the Federal Constitution. 

Evidence — Confession — Admission. — The defendant was indicted for the 
killing of her husband and before the trial and in the presence of witnesses 
she voluntarily made the following statement : "Shep [the deceased] is the 
cause of it. If he had behaved himself he would not be lying here dead. 
We had to do it to save ourselves." The lower court considered the state- 
ment a confession and charged upon it as such. Held, error, the said state- 
ment being properly an admission. State v. Owens (1904), — Ga. — , 48 S. E. 
Rep. 21. 

It was not contended that the charge was unfair to the accused, nor 
that the charge would not have been similar had the statement been denom- 
inated an admission, but the decision is based on the very technical ground 
that the error consisted solely in the use of the word "confession" rather than 
of the word "admission." The court relies upon Greenleaf's definition of an 
admission (Evidence, § 170), as well as upon the cases of Dumas v. State, 
63 Ga. 600; Covington v. State, 79 Ga. 687; Fletcher v. State, 90 Ga. 468, 
which cases are cited to illustrate the proposition that criminal intent is a 
necessary requisite to every confession. But in these cases no confession was 
involved, but only an admission of minor facts which were incriminating in 
their character but which were, when explained, entirely consistent with the 
innocence of the accused. The court seems to confuse the main fact, which is 
the act constituting the body of the crime, and the minor facts. It is believed 
that the construction of confessions by the court is too narrow and the 
broader and more common view is best expressed in State v. Porter, 32 Ore- 
gon 135, wherein the court says, "Statements or declarations of the accused 
voluntarily made of such facts as necessarily involve the commission of a 
crime are admissions of guilt and may be properly denominated confessions; 
nor will they be reduced to the grade of admissions only by exculpatory 



